Students' Evaluations of Tertiary Instruction:
Testing the Applicability of American Surveys in an Australian Setting 41 Students' evaluations of teaching effectiveness are commonly collected at American institutions of higher education, and are widely endorsed by both students and faculty (Centra, 1979; Astin & Lee, 1966; Seldin, 1975) .
The purposes of these evaluations are variously to provide: 1) a source of diagnostic feedback to faculty about the effectiveness of their teaching; 2) a measure of teaching effectiveness to be used in tenure/promotion decisions; and, 3) a source of information for students to use in the selection of courses and lecturers.
While the first purpose is nearly universal, the second two are not. At some universities student input is required before faculty are even considered for promotion, while at others the inclusion of students' evaluations in such deliberations is optional. Similarly, the results of student ratings are published and sold in campus bookstores at some universities, while at others the results are considered to be strictly confidential.
The use of students' evaluations, especially fOr tenure /promotion decisions, has not been without opposition, and investigation of different aspects of the ratings has stimulated considerable research. Particularly in the last few years this has become one of the most frequently studied areas in American-educational research.
In contrast to the wide use of student ratings in the United States and Canada, they apparently have not been systematically collected in either the United Kingdom or Australia (Smith, 1980) . Furthermore, there has been no attempt to empirically test student ratings or the applicability of rating instruments developed in the United states. The purpose of this study is to describe two such instruments, and to report upon an investigation of their applicability in an Australian setting.
The two evaluation instruments used in this study are the SEEQ survey (Students' Evaluations of Educational Quality) developed by the author (see Marsh, 1980b; in press) and the Endeavor Instructional Rating Form devised by Frey (Frey, 1978; Frey, Leonard & Beatty, 1975) . While other instruments have been developed (see Centra, 1980 for a summary), both these multifactor instruments were-explicitly developed to measure separate components of effective teaching, and both have-been shown to be reliable, valid, and little affected bya variety of sources of potential bias.
The Endeavor form measures seven components of effective teaching that have been demonstrated with the use of factor analysis in several different settings. (Frey, Leonard & Beatty, 1975) . Frey has shown that ratings on
Endeavor are correlated with student learning (Frey, 1973; 1978; Frey, Leonard & Beatty, 1975) . In these studies, as well as similar studies conducted with SEEQ, student ratings are collected in large multisection courses. Different sections of the same course are taught by different instructors, but each section is taught according to a similar course outline, has similar goals and objectives, and most importantly is tested with the same standardized final examination. Those sections that rate teaching to be most effective near the end of term are also the sections that perform best on the final examination. Frey (1978) has also argued that "pedagogical skill", as measured with the Endeavor form, is relatively unaffected by class size, expected course grade, and instructor rank, but is correlated with research productivity. However, ratings of "rapport" (class discussion and availability for individual attention)
were more strongly affected by class size and expected grades, but were not related to research productivity.
SEEQ and the research that led t.) its development has been recently summarized (Marsh, 1980b) . Factor analysis has identifed the nine SEEQ factors in several different studies (Marsh, 1978; in press) . Furthermore, factor analysis of faculty self evaluations of their own teaching effectiveness with the SEEQ form also indentified these same factors (Marsh, in press ; also see Marsh, Overall & Kesler, 1979) . Various indicies of reliability, including intraclass correlations and coefficient alphas, all indicate that the reliability of these factors is generally at least .9 (Marsh, 1980b) . Additionally, when the same students were asked to reevaluate teaching effectiveness several years after graduation from their university programs, the average correlations --based on ratings of 100 classes --was .83 (Overall & Marsh, 1979a) . Ratings on'SEEQ have been successfully validated against the ratings of former students (Marsh, 1977) , student learning as measured by objective examination (Marsh, Fleiner & Thomas, 1975; Marsh & Overall, 1980) , affective course consequences such as the application of the course materials and plans to pursue the subject further (Marsh & Overall, 1980) , and faculty self evaluations of their own teaching effectiveness (Marsh, Overall & Kesler, 1979; Marsh, in press ). Noae of a set of 16 "potential biases"
(e.g., class size, expected grade, and prior subject interest) could account for more than 5% of the variance in SEEQ ratings (Marsh, 1980a) , and many of the relationships were inconsistent with a simple bias explanation (e.g., more difficult courses that require more time outside of class were rated more favorably).
Finally, feedback from SEEQ, particularly when coupled with a candid discussion ,--with an external consultant, led to improved ratings and better student learning (Overall & Marsh, 1979) .
In the present investigation items from both SEEQ and the Endeavor form were administered to a broad sample of Australian tertiary/university students.
Students were asked to evaluate the teaching effectiveness of a best and a worse lecturer, to indicate inappropriate items, and to select the most important items.
These criteria, in addition to factor analysis of the ratings, were used to test the applicability of these American instruments in an Australian The evaluation survey consisted of three pages. The first page consisted of instructions and demographic items, and requested that students select one of the best and one of the worst lecturers that they had experienced at the University of Sydney. Students were asked to limit their choices to "lecturers who were primarily responsible for an instructional sequence that lasted at least one term". Students were then instructed to fill out two separate questionnaires, one for the best lecturer and and for the worst each containing 63 evaluation items. Items were to be answered on a five-point response scale that varied between "1-Very Poor or Very Low or Almost Never" and "5-Very Good or Very High or Almost Always". An additional "not appropriate" response categorey was provided for items that were not relevant to the course being evaluated (items left blank were also counted as "not appropriate" responses).
After completing the ratings for a given lecturer, students were asked to select up to five questions that they "felt were most important in describing either positive or negative aspects of your overall learning experience in this instructional sequence."
Statistical Analysis
Each of the evaluation items was initially tested in terms of: 1) its ability to discriminate between best and worst lecturers; 2) its appropriateness the lack of "not appripriate" responses); 31 its importance (i.e., the number of "most important" nominations); and, 4) how well it correlated with other items designed to measure the same component of effective teaching. Separate factor analyses were performed on the SEEQ and Endeavor forms. Factor scores derived from these factor analyses were correlated to determine the relationship between SEEQ and Endeavor factors. Finally a set of best items --best in terms of factor analysis, discrimination, appropriateness, and importance --was selected from the entire set of items.
Results and Discussion
Evaluation of Individual Items that were hypothesized to correspond to 10 components of effective teaching (see Table 1 ).
In addition to these 55 items, eight additional items were also classified into one of the 10 categories to make a total of 63 items.
Students evaluated a best and a worst lecturer with the entire set of 63 items. The best lecturers were evaluated more favorably (12(,00l) on all items except those in the Workload/Difficulty factor (See Table 1 ). The differences were largest for the Learning/Value/Accomplishment, Instructor Enthusiasm, and Presentation Clarity factors. While there was little difference between best and worst lecturers in terms of the difficulty of courses which they teach, courses taught by the best lecturer were judged as more difficult on five or six items (one to a statistically significant e;:tent). These findings demonstrate that both the SEEQ and the Endeavor items are able to clearly discriminate between lecturers that Australian students have selected as being best and worst.
Insert Table 1 About Here Students were specifically asked to indicate items that were inappropriate for evaluating-one of their lecturers or the course he/she taught. Only two of the 63 items were judged to be inappropriate (including those that left an item blank) by more than 10% of the students. (see Table 1 ) One of these concerned the availability of personal attention (some Australian students did not seek it), and the other asked about feedback from examinations (some courses did not administer exams or administered only a final examination that was not returned to students). In general, items falling into the Group Interact.i.on/Discussion, Individual Rapport/Personal Attention, and Grading/Examination factors were most frequently seen as inappropriate. However, every single item was judged to be appropriate by at least 80% of the students, and most were appropriate for 95% or more of them. These results indicate that the SEEQ and Endeavor items are appropriate in an Australian setting.
Students selected as many as five items that they felt were most important in describing either positive or negative aspects of the overall learning experience. Each of the 63 items (see Table 1 ) received at least three "most important" nominations, and at least one item in each of the 10 categories received 17 or more nominations. The three most frequently selected items; were "teaching style held your interes"presented clearly and summarized", "was enthusiastic about teaching". Items falling into the Instructor Enthusiasm and Presentation Clarity factors were nominated most frequently. While some of the items and some of the factors appear to be more important, the nominations were spread widely over the entire set of items. This suggests that each item measures a potentially important component of effective teaching.
For each item, the average correlation between that item and other items in the same factor, and between that item and all other items was computed (see Table 1 ).
Items that do not correlate with any other items are probably not related to effective teaching in an Australian setting. Items that correlate as highly with all items as with items designed to measure the same component of effective teaching lack specificity, though they may measure some generalized notion of effective teaching. Inspection of Table 1 indicates that every item is substantially correlated with other items that measure the same factor.
However, most of the items also have substantial correlations with the entire set of items, and a few are more highly correlated with the entire set of items than with items specifically designed to measure the same component. This suggests that there is a large general factor underlying the student ratings, and that the different factors are highly correlated. While this large general factor or halo effect is undesirable, the manner in-which the data was collected may have produced this occurence. Students were specifically asked to select their "best" and "worst" lecturers, suggesting that most lecturers would be judged as "generally good" or "generally bad". A smaller general factor might be expected if students had also considered lecturers who fell between the two extremes. Nevertheless, the fact that most items were more highly correlated with other items within the'same factor suggests that the separate factors are meaningful. The test of this tentative appraisal will be the results of the factor analyses described below.
Factor Analysis of the SEEQ and Endeavor Surveys
The items from Marsh's SEEQ survey (those marked "M" on Table 1 ) were factor analyzed (see Table 2 ). Marsh (1978;  in press) has demonstrated that the survey measures nine separate components of effective teaching in American settings. Factor analysis of the ratings by Australian students clearly identify eight of these factors. Except for two items from the Examinations/ Grading factor, each item loaded substantially on the factor it was designed to measure and had smaller loadings on each of the other factors. Only one of -0-:e Examination items loaded substantially on that factor. These results show that at least eight of the nine SEEQ factors are well defined in an Australian setting.
Insert Table 2 About Here A separate factor analysis of the 21 items from Frey's Endeavor survey (those marked "F" in Table 1 ) was also performed. The results of this analysis clearly identifies each of the seven Endeavor factors (see Table 3 ). With one exception (item F13), each item loads substantially on the factor it was designed to measure and has smaller'loading on each of the other factors. Frey's Grading factor, unlike the Examination factor from SEEQ,,appears to be well defined. The
Endeavor factor emphasizes the determination f grades rather than the actual examinations. The Endeavor factors that are most highly correlated, Clarity and Organization/Planning, are the two factors that are combined into a single factor on the SEEP 2orm. While these factors are highly correlated, the correlation is supporting their separation. These findings demonstrate that all seven of the Endeavor factors are well defined in an Australian setting.
Insert Table 3 About Here
Factor scores, weighted averages of the standardized ratings for each item (Nie, et al., 1975) , were computed for the nine SEEQ factors and the seven Endeavor factors. Correlations among these different factor scores are presented in The application of the multitrait-multimethod analysis is somewhat complicated by the fact that the SEEQ and Endeavor surveys were not specifically designed to measure the same components of effective teaching.
However, the four criteria proposed by Campbell and Fiske can be adapted. Correlations between these matching factors should be higher than correlations between other SEEQ and Endeavor factors that were not designed to measure the same component (a second criterion of discriminant validity). the multidimensionality of student ratings, the distinctiveness of the different factors measured by SEEQ and Endeavor, and the generality of these factors beyond the specific items included on each instrument.
A Combination of the Two Surveys
A set of 43 items was selected to best define the 10 hypothesized factors.
Items were selected primarily on the basis of factor analysis, but criteria such as discrimination between best and worst lecturers, appropriateness, and most importallt nominations were also considered. Factor analysis (see Table 5 ) provides good support for the 10'factors that were hypothesized. Every item loads a' least .35 on the factor it was hypothesized to measure (most were over.5), and no item loaded higher than .35 on any other factor (most were under.20). The clarity of this factor analysis offers further support for multidimensionality of student ratings, and the generality of the evaluation factors as measured by the Insert Table 5 About Here
Summary and Implications
Items from two student evaluation surveys developed in the United States were administered to a sample of Australian university students. These students were asked to se146t a best and worst lecturer from their university experience, to evaluate both with the combined survey, and to select the items they felt were most important. Each of the 63 items was seen as appropriate by at least 80% of the students (most by 95% or more), each item was selected by at least a few students as being most important, and all the items --except those in the Workload/ Difficulty factor --differentiated well between the best and worst lecturers.
Separate factor analyses of the items from the two surveys identified the factors each had been designed to measure. Furthermore, there' was good agreement between factors from the-two different surveys that were hypothesized to measure the same components of effective teaching. Finally, a factorsanalysis of items from both surveys offered even clearer support for the hypothesized set of evaluation factors.
These findings clearly demonstrate that teaching effectiveness can be measured in an Australian setting, that evaluation forms developed in the United
States are appropriate to an Australian setting, and that the same components that underlie effective teaching in the United States are also relevant in Australia.
The findings also suggest that the extensive range of research into student ratings that has been conducted in the United States may also apply to Australian settings.
Future research, perhaps employing the surveys used in this study, is needed to determine the extent of the validity of student evaluations of teaching effectiveness in Australian settings, and to document problems involved in the actual implementation of such programs. a--Overall rating items were not specifically designed to measure any one factor but previous research (Marsh, 1980, in press ) has shown that these are the factors that they are most related to in American studir,s.
;'b--These .
--bTheae two factors were combined into'one-on-the Marsh survey but separated on the Frey survey.
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NOTE:
The oblique factor analysis was performed with the commercially available SPSS routine ((lie, et. al., 1975) . Factor loadings in the boxes are the loadings for Items designed to measure each factor. NOTE: The oblique factor analysis was perfored with the commercially available SPSS routine (Nie, et. al., 1975) . Factor loadings in the boxes are the loadings for items designed to measure each factor. The oblique factor analysis was performed with the commercially available SPSS routine (Nie, et. al., 1975) . Factor loadings in the boxes are the loadings for items designed to measure each factor.
